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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on April 
17, 2003 (Paper 16) has been entered. 

2. Claims 1-27 have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

Claims 1 and 14 

3. Applicants argue Reber et al. do not disclose how the profile information of the 
user is processed prior to and during the transaction. Paper 16, p. 7. This argument is 
moot in view of the new ground of rejection under Light et al. (US 6,192,380). 

4. Applicants further argue Reber et al. fail to teach extracting user profile 
information from a second location. Paper 16, p. 7. The Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Reber et al. approves online transactions based upon a "second data 
element" which represents the party to a transaction. Col. 3, lines 57-60. Reber further 
provides the "second data element can be prestored in the network access apparatus or 
can be generated by a code generator associated with the network access apparatus." 
Col. 4, lines 21-27. Consequently, Reber teaches extracting user profile information 
from a second location. 
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5. Applicants also suggest Reber fails to teach "sending profile information to the 
vendor location for the purpose of inserting the profile information into a form for viewing 
by the user . . . ." Paper 17, p. 8 (emphasis orginal). However, this argument is moot in 
view of the new ground of rejection under Light et aL 

Claims 7-9 and 20-22 

6. Applicants argue Wong fails to teach causing "all the profile information to be 
entered into the vendor payment form as encoded information." Paper 1 7, p. 8 
(emphasis original). Applicants reasoning is based on two assertions. The first 
assertion holds that claim 7 is directed to the vendor automatically entering all of the 
user profile information. Applicants second assertion is that Applicants 1 use of encoded 
"simply means converting information to a different form . . . ." Id at 9. 

Regarding the first assertion, the Examiner notes Wong has not been offered for 
teaching having the vendor enter the user's profile information into the payment form. 
Rather, the combination of Reber et al. and Light et al. has been offered as teaching 
this feature. See rejection of claim 7 infra. Regarding Applicants' second assertion, 
Applicants state encoding is merely the practice of converting data from one form to 
another and that encryption mean performing changes in which data is "securely 
encoded." Id. Wong teaches encrypting a user's personal information including name, 
address, telephone and credit card numbers. Col. 3, lines 38-62. Therefore, Applicants 
admit Wong teaches encoding the user's profile information. 

7. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
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combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the motivation to 
combine the teachings of Reber et al. and Wong is derived from gaining the advantage 
of Internet security. 

Claims 10 and 23 

8. Applicants arguments regarding claims 1 0 and 23 are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejection under Light et al.. 

Claims 11, 12, 24 and 25 

9. Applicants argue claims 1 1 and 24 are distinguishable from Gardenswartz (US 
6,055,573) because Gardenswartz's database is a distinct and separate structure from 
the registration server. Paper 17, p. 9. However, the Examiner notes claim 1 1 recites 
that "the second location is a central server having a database . . . ." (Emphasis 
added). Consequently, Gardenswartz teaches the limitations of claims 1 1 and 24. 

1 0. Applicants further argue Gardenswartz fails to disclose "a central registration 
server having a database of the profile information associated with respective unique 
barcodes and unique ID numbers." Paper 17, p. 10. However, the Examiner notes 
Reber teaches associating profile information with respective unique barcodes. See 
col. 3, lines 57-60. Hence, Gardenswartz has only been offered for its teaching of a 
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second location having a central server database which is disclosed in Fig. 1 . 
Consequently, Gardenswartz overcomes the alleged deficiencies of Reber et al.. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

12. Claims 1-6, 13-19 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber et al. (US 5,930,767), Light et al. (US 6,192,380) and 
Official Notice. 

Regarding claims 1 and 14, Reber et al. teach a method and system of 
processing profile information of a user for conducting an on-line transaction wherein 
the system provides the method comprising the steps of: entering profile information of 
a user into a computer at a user location disposed on a network (col. 1, lines 36-45); 
issuing a bar code in response to the user transmitting the profile information from the 
user location to a second location, the second location disposed on the network (col. 2, 
lines 24-30; and col. 4, lines 14-27); providing the bar code for purchase of a product of 
a vendor location disposed on the network, during the on-line transaction (col. 2, lines 
24-30; col. 3, lines 57-59; and col. 5, lines 4-15); providing the profile information from 
the second location to the vendor location in response to the vendor location processing 
the bar code (col. 5, lines 4-32); and automatically inserting the profile information into a 
vendor payment form for presentation to the user (col. 10, lines 44-49). 

Reber et al. do not specifically teach having the user enter profile information into 
a form. However, the examiner takes Official Notice that using a form to collect user 
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information over the Internet was notoriously well-known in the Internet commerce art at 
the time of the applicant's invention. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the Internet commerce art, to combine the teachings of Reber et 
al., to include the use of a form in order to provide a formatted questionnaire that is 
directed at obtaining specific information. 

The combination of Reber et al. and well known principles in the art do not 
expressly teach "providing the bar code for purchase of a product of a vendor location 
disposed on the network, during the online transaction, which on-line transaction 
requires the user to view a vendor payment for representing information about the 
transaction, and which vendor payment form includes fields that are associated with 
information obtainable from the profile information of the user and which must be 
viewed by the user prior to completion of the online transaction" 

However, Light et al. teach a method and apparatus for automatic web form fill- 
in. According to Light et al., user data is collected from a database and automatically 
inserted into an online form (Abstract; col. 1, lines 45-46; col. 3, lines 47-65; and col. 4, 
lines 1-25). The form is then presented to the user in order to allow the user to fill in any 
blanks (col. 4, lines 1524). At the time of Applicants' invention, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify Reber et al. to include requiring the 
user to view a vendor payment form as recited in claim 1 . This combination would allow 
Reber et al. to collect other information required for the completion of an online 
transaction. For example, a user may want to indicate a particular mode of shipping or 
a different delivery address. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 5, Reber et al. further teach a method and system 
wherein the user fills in the form only one time (col. 1 , lines 36-45). 

Regarding claims 3 and 16, Reber et al. teach all the limitations discussed under 
claims 1 and 14 above. Reber et al. also teach a method and system wherein the user 
profile information is transmitted to the second location over a public switched telephone 
network. Reber et al. et al. do not specifically teach the use of a form for transmitting 
the user profile information. However, the examiner takes Official Notice that, at the 
time of the applicant's invention, the use of a form was well-known in the Internet 
Commerce art as discussed under claims 1 and 14 above. 

Regarding claims 4 and 17, Reber et al. further teach a method and system 
wherein the vendor location receives the profile information from the second location in 
response to the vendor location transmitting the bar code to the second location (col. 5, 
lines 4-32). 

Regarding claims 5 and 18, Reber et al. further teach a method and system 
wherein the bar code is unique and has a unique ID number associated therewith (col. 
1, lines 36-45; col. 2, lines 24-32; and col. 4, lines 14-20). 

Regarding claims 6 and 19, Reber et al. further teach a method and system 
wherein the user provides the unique ID number to the vendor location for payment 
purposes (col. 1, lines 36-45). 

Regarding claims 13 and 26, Reber et al. further teach a method and system 
wherein the bar code is placed on a credit card (col. 6, lines 41-67; col. 7, lines 1-18; 
and Fig. 2). 
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13. Claims 7-9 and 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber et al. (US 5,930,767) in view of Wong et al. (US 
5,956,699). 

Regarding claims 7 and 20, Reber et al. teach all the limitations discussed under 
claims 1 and 14 above. Reber et al. do not specifically teach a method or system 
wherein automatically inserting the profile information into a vendor payment form 
causes all the profile information to be entered as encoded information. However, 
Wong et al. teach having a user encrypt his personal information, including name, 
address, telephone and credit card numbers before transmitting them through the 
Internet (col. 3, lines 38-62). Therefore, at the time of the applicant's invention, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the Internet Commerce art, to modify 
the teachings of Reber et al. to include the use or encryption as taught by Wong et aL, 
in order to prevent the unauthorized use of the user's personal information. 

Regarding claims 8 and 21 , Reber et al. teach all the limitations discussed under 
claims 1 and 14 above. Reber et al. do not specifically teach a method or system 
wherein automatically inserting the profile information into a vendor payment form 
causes only a portion of the profile information to be entered into the vendor payment 
form as encoded information. However, Wong et aL teach that a user may encrypt only 
his vital personal information (col. 3, lines 38-62). Therefore, at the time of the 
applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
Internet Commerce art, to modify the teachings of Reber et al. to include the teachings 
of Wong et al. because limiting the use of encryption would decrease the amount of 
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processing required to decode the user's profile information. Consequently, limiting the 
use of encryption would decrease the overall time required to process the user's profile 
information. 

Regarding claims 9 and 22, Reber et al. teach all the limitations discussed under 
claims 8 and 20 above. Reber et al. do not specifically teach a method or system 
wherein the portion of encoded profile information is credit information. However, Wong 
et al. teach that a user may elect to encrypt his credit card number (col. 3, lines 38-62). 
Therefore, at the time of the applicant's invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the Internet commerce art, to modify the teachings of Reber et al. to 
include the teachings of Wong et al. because encrypting only the user's credit 
information would limit the amount of processing required to decode the user's profile 
information. Thus, by reducing the amount of processing required to decode the user's 
profile information, the overall time required to process the user's profile information is 
reduced. 

14. Claims 10 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reber et al. (US 5,930,767) in view of Green et al. (US 5,664,110). 

Reber et al. teach all the limitations discussed under claims 1 and 14 above. 
Reber et al. do not specifically teach a method or system wherein the user profile 
information comprises name, address, ship-to address and credit information. 
However, Green et al. teach providing a remote vendor with the user's name, address, 
account information, delivery preference and consumer profile information (col. 5, lines 
22-42). Therefore, at the time of the applicant's invention, it would have been obvious 
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to one having ordinary skill in the Internet commerce art, to modify the teachings of 
Reber et al., to include the teachings of Green et al. because providing a remote vendor 
with the user's name, address, account information, delivery preference and consumer 
profile information would eliminate the need for the user to submit this information every 
time he placed an order with the vendor. This would be particularly advantageous in 
cases where the user submits multiple orders to the vendor. 
1. Claims 11, 12, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reber et al. (US 5,930,767) in view of Gardenswartz et al. (US 
6,055,573). 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 24, Reber et al. teach all the limitations discussed 
under claims 1 and 14 above. Reber et al. inherently teach a database of profile 
information associated with unique bar codes. Reber et al. disclose that a user is 
identified by having the system read a unique bar code (col. 3, lines 56-67; and col. 4, 
lines 1-4). The system in Reber et al. must store identifying information that is 
associated with the unique bar code in order for a user to be identified by bar code. 
Therefore, a database of profile information associated with unique bar codes is 
inherent to the teachings of Reber et al. 

Further regarding claims 1 1 and 24, Reber et al. do not specifically teach a 
method or system wherein the second location is a central registration server having a 
database of profile information associated with respective unique bar codes and unique 
ID numbers. However, Gardenswartz et al. teach a remotely-located registration server 
programmed to receive, store and/or transmit various types of information, including 
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identifying information (col. 6, lines 54-62; and Fig. 1). The database is inherent to the 
teachings of Gardenswartz et al. because the registration server is programmed for the 
storage of information (Id.). At the time of the applicant's invention, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the Internet Commerce art, to modify the 
teachings of Reber et al. to include the teachings of Gardenswartz et al. because the 
addition of a central registration server that is capable of storing and transmitting 
identifying information would provide a system wherein the user could provide his profile 
information to a number of vendors while submitting this information to the registration 
server only once. 

Regarding claims 12 and 25, Reber et al. teach all the limitations discussed 
under claims 1 1 and 24 above. Reber et al. do not specifically teach a method or 
system wherein the second location is a credit card company server. However, the 
examiner takes Official Notice that, at the time of the applicant's invention, submitting a 
user's profile information to a credit card company server was notoriously well-known in 
the Internet commerce art. Therefore, at the time of the applicant's invention, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the Internet commerce art, to modify 
the teachings of Reber et al. to include submitting a user's profile information to a credit 
card company server because this would allow the user to electronically apply for a 
credit card. 



Application/Control Number: 09/382,426 
Art Unit: 3625 



Page 12 



15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tim Brown whose telephone number is (703) 305-1912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn Coggins can be reached on (703) 308-1344. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 305-7687 
for regular communications and (703) 305-7687 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
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